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Section |
INTRODUCTION

Muscular strength is the capacity to exert force under static conditions, During the contrac-
tion period, the length of the muscles involved stays constant. No limb motion accompanies this
isometric force exertion. By excluding dynamics, the experimenter avoids complicated physics, but
he also finds himself in the dilemma that the strength data he measures have rather limited appli-
cation. They are directly meaningful only for static conditions when force exertion is not accom-
panied by motion.

In 1957 Hunsicker and Greey compiled some 80 studies on human muscle strength. Since
then, at least 20 other studies have been reported, e.g., by Anthropology Section, 19683; Asmussen
and Heeb¢ll-Nielsen, 1961, 1962; Caldwell, 1959a, b, 1960, 1962, 1964a, b; Dempster, 1958, 1961;
K. Fox, 1957; W. F. Fox, 1967; Garrett, Alexander, and Bennett, 1967; Konz and Day, 1966; Mol-
bech, 1963; Pierce, 1960; Roberts, Provins, and Moston, 1959; Rohmert, 1960a, 1966; Streimer and
Springer, 1963; Tornvall, 1963; and Watt, 1963.

Results ¢f such studies that are significant for engineering purposes were recently compiled
by Damon, Stoudt, and McFarland, 1966; Kroemer, 1967a; Lehmann, 1962; McCormick, 1964;
Morgan et al, 1963; Murrell, 1985; Scherrer, 1967; Wilkie, 1960; and Woodson and Conover, 1964.
Strength data also appear in military manuals, such as the Handbook of Instructions for Aero-
space Personnel Subsystems Design ( HIAPSD).

These publications provide rather complete information on the range of static forces that can
be exerted by seated subjects, but very little information on standing subjects. Of the few force
data of .tanding subjects, most were measured while the subjects posed in “standard” tody pos-
tures, i.e., generally standing erect and with no other body support than the floor available.

While trying to push or pull very hard, a person generally does not stand erect, but rather in-
clines his body and bends his legs, trunk, and arms. According to the axiom of action=reaction,
the force actively exerted is limited by the reaction force available. Hence, he tries to anchor his
feet securely, and/or brace the body against a firm support, etc. In general, he seeks to position
the body so that his strongest muscles can be fully activated, his body weight used, and the chain
of force vectors fron: the supporting structures through his body to the point of force application
kept as simple and effective as possible.

Dempster (1958) approached the problem of force capabilities of the standing operator in
just such a “realistic” way. He measured the two-handed maximal pull forces of one subject in sev-
eral common body postures. This report describes procedures and results of experiments con-
ducted to measure static push forces exerted in common standing positions.




Saction 1l
EQUIPMENT

The =xperimental equipment is shown in figure 1 and includes the following items:

). The three-dimensional framework is constructed of 2.5 by 2.5 cm angle irons and is 230 cm
long, 230 cm high, and 75 cm deep. The bottom and front are filled in with plywood. Along the
long sides of the framework, the horizontal angle irons at the bottom and at the top have holes

v o

USH PANEL

Figure 1. Experimentel oquipment: adivetable push panel, well and
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2 cm in diameter. Into these holes, iron rods (1.5 cm in diameter and 80 cm long) can be inserted
horizontally and parallel to the front side of the frame. If only one rod is inserted into opposite
holes of the bottom angles, a wooden fooirest (61 by 6 by 8 cm) can be hooked to it, so that this
footrest lies on the bottom plywood (which from now on is referred to as the “floor”™). If one rod
each is inserted horizontally into two bottom and two top holes, respectively, a vemov able wall can
be hooked onto the top rod to rest against the bottom rod so that it does not give way if pressed
against. This wall, 61 cm wide and 215 cm high, consists of plywoor, reinforced on the back with

aluminum angles.

By means of the holes in the frame and the rods inserted into them, either the footrest or the
wall can be adjusted in steps of 5 cm to distances from 25 to 200 cm from the stationary vertice!
plvwood front,

2. The push panel consists of an oval-shaped ring of stainless steel, mounted centrally be-
tween two aluminum plates. These plates are 25 cm wide, 20 cm high, and 1 cm thick; the hoxi-
zontal distance between the two outside surfaces is 14 cm. One of the plates slides between two
U-shaped aluminum angles, bolted vertically to the plywood which fills in the front side of the
iron frame. By inserting pins into holes in one of the U-angles, the center of the protruding
surface of the push panel can be adjusted in steps of 2 cm to heights between 35 and 160 cm above
the floor.

Four strain gages are glued to the steei ring. By means of the usual Wheatstone Bridge ar-
rangement, deflection of the steel ring resulting from force applied to the push panel is shown om
a voltmeter or permanently recorded using a Sanborn 1500 recorder. After calibration of the re-
cording system with lead weights, forces applied to the push panel can be read in kp*.

Due to design and arrangement of the push panel, only horizontal forces perpendicular to the
push panel are recorded. Readings are taken at least to the next 25 kp when the force applied to
the push panel is less than 90 kp. Above 90 kp, at least the next 5 kp are read.
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Section Il
EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS

An attempt was made to imitate, within reasonable limits, all kinds of body supports and body
postures that might occur while trying to push horizontally.

80DY SUPPORT
Two different conditions of support to the subject can be distinguished:

a. The subject stands on a flat horizontal floor. No vertical surfaces are provided against
which ke can anchor his body. Reaction forces to the push he exerts are provided only by friction

between his shoes and the floor.

b. In addition to the floor, vertical surfaces are provided against which he anchors his feet
and/or braces his body. Reaction forces to the push he exerts are partly, and sometimes only, pro-
vided by contact between parts of his body and the vertical surfaces perpendicular to the direction
of push.

According to action=reaction, the amount of reaction force available to the subject determines
the ainount of force he can exert; he cannot exert any forces greater than the reaction forces avail-
able to him. If he stands on a flat floor — as in condition “a” — it is Likely that the push force he
exerte its not determined by his strength, but by his intention to prevent his feet from sliding on
the floor so ne won. fall. Under this condition, the exerted push force simply reflects the reaction
force available to hiin at his shoes. Caldwell (1960), Dempster (1955, 1958) and Rohmert ( 1960a)

showed how pull nrces depend on reaction forces.

The reaction force preventing the subject from sliding on the floor depends on the coefficient
of friction between his shoes and the £cor and also on the force pressing shoes and floor together
(this force is partly generated by his weight). Neither one of these two factors can be controlled
easily. Therefore, it was decid=d to use in these experiments only infinite friction, or, in other words,
an infinite reactiun force. This was achieved by using a footrest on the floor. If the subject places
a foot against the footrest, he camot slidc backward and infinite reaction force is available to
him. This artifice assured that the push forces exerted by our subjects were independent of the fric-

tion between their shoes und the floor.
BODY POSTURE
A subject pushing against a vertical panel can either:

a. Stand freely on a horizontal floor without any other body support than the floor and
the footrest (this condition is called “frec standing” from now on), or

b. Brace himself against the vertical wall (called “braced” from now on).

Also, he can either:
c. Exert horizontal forces in his midsagittal plane (forward or backward), or

d. Push laterally.

From all possible combinations of these four variables, those were selected, according to com-
mon experience and to preliminary studies, that permit exertion of laige push forces. For conveni-
ence, they are divided into various conditions as illustrated in figures 2, 3 and 4:
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® Subject free stands, pushing either forward (experiment 1*) or laterally {experiment 2);

® Subject braces against a vertical wall, ‘pushing in his midsaggital plane either forward (ex-
periments 3, 4 and 5) or backward (experiment 6);

® Subject braces the shoulder(s) or one hand against a vertical wall, pushing with the pre-
ferred shoulder or with the preferred hand (experiments 7 through 10).

EXPERIMENT No. 1 2

70, 80, 90% 60, 70, 80%
HEIGHT ADJUSTMENTS .
of the push panet of the individual Sheulder Haight

(Acromial Height) of the subjects

DISTANCE ADJUSTMENTS 70, 80, 90% 60,70, 80, 9¢%
between the push panel of the individual
and the footrast Acromial Height of the subjects

Figure 2. Subject free stands, pushing forward or laterally.

The body postures of the subjects are further determined and described by the adjustments of
the push panel and of the footrest or of the wall, respectively.

In all but one series of experiments, the subjects had to apply force to the pusr panel either
with their hands or with their shoulders. Since the flow of force had to pass through their should-

*Throughout this report, the following nomenclature is used: Each single push effort of a subject is called “trial.”
“Experiment” comprises a number of trials during which the subject meintains the same type of posture and dur-
ing which body support (reaction force) is provided in the same way.

5
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ers each time, the height of the push panel was adjusted in fractions of the shoulder height (Ac-
romial Height®) of each subject.

The horizontal distance between the vertical surface of the push panel and the opposing verti-
cal surface of the footrest or of the wall, respectively, was also adjusted individually to suit the
body dimensions of each subject. As figures 2, 3 and 4 show, the distances to the push panel were
adjusted to the individual forward reach capability (Thumb-tip Reach, experiments 3, 4, 6 and
'™ or to the lateral reach (experiment 8), to shoulder breadth (experiment 7), and to Span
(experimeni 3). The individual shoulder height ( Acromial Height) was used as the basis for the
distance adjustment if no other body dimension was obviously related to the experimental condi-
tions (experiments 1, 2 and 5). The fact that the push panel was adjusted to individual body di-
mensions rather than to given absolute measures should facilitate application of the experimental
data to other subject populations.

The distance adjustments were selected to cover the range from very (too) close to very (too)
far. Thus, the experiments covered the total range of the subject’s reach capabilities.

Section IV
PROCEDURE

The experiments were conducted in an air-conditioned room in which one or two experiment-
ers and one subject, seldom two subjects, were present.

When the subject first came to the laboratory his body dimensions were measured.t Purpose
and procedure of the experiments were explained. While the subject was urged to exert his maxi-
mum push force and to maintain it for 5 seconds in each trial, he was also told to avoid any pos-
tures or strains that might lead to injuries.

Using a table of random numbers, the sequence of experiments 1 to 10, and the sequence of
trials were established.

The experimenter adjusted the height of the push panel and the distance between the push
panel and the wall or the footrest, respectively. In general terms, he instructed each subject as to
which body posture was to be used and which parts of the body were required or allowed to be
braced against the wall or the footrest. He told the subject that his palms must be held flat against
the push panel when pushes were to be exerted with the hands. The experimenter made it clear
to the subject that within the given limits he was free to chcose any body posture that seemed to
be most appropriate.

When the subject had assumed the appropriate body posture, he was given an oral “start”
signal upon which he began to push on the dynaniometer. The experimenter counted aloud each
second until the fifth, after which the subject relaxed. Every subject exerted his mnaximal push
force once under each of the experimental conditions.

Each subject completed the 65 trials during two or more sessions on separate days. Since force
had to be exerted in each trial for only 5 seconds and since ample time for rest and recovery was

*For definitions of the body dimensions see Appendis 11
1A data blank is reproduced in Appendix 1.
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provided between each trial, muscle fatigue (Caldwell 1961, 1964b; Rohmsrt 1960b, 1961) could
not occur.

Each subject had been told that he should maintain a maximum push force steadily cver a pe-
riod of 5 seconds, and that short-time pezk foices were not desired. After a build-up of force dur-
ing the first second, a rather constant force level was generally observed un:‘l the force dropped
during the last second. Each subject’s score was obtained by calculating the mean of the foices
applied during the two consecutive-second time period that yielded the highest :nean force over
any two consecutive seconds and during which the forces aprlied were the most constant.® Aftcr
each force exertion the subjects were informed about the foices they had achieved.

Section V
SUBJECTS

Forty-five male students at the University of Dayton, Dayton, Ohio, served as subjects in the
main part of this study. They took part voluntarily and were paid by the hour. The experimenter
did not attempt to select certain subjects, but none were admitted with disabilities that would
prevent exertion of push force.

On each of the subjects, 27 body dimensions were measured, also noted were age and handed-
ness. Appendix I is a sample of the data blank used for the measurements. The dimensions are
defined in Appendix II.

In table I, the anthropometric data of the 45 subjects are listed together with the relevant
dimensions of 2420 rated officers of the United States Air Force.

To check the consistency of our data, the total sample of 45 subjects was arbitrarily divided
into two subgroups of 29 and 16 subjects each. No significant differences between the anthropo-
metric data nor between the exerted push forces of the tao groups were observed. In a pilot
study, 15 members of our laboratory exerted their maximal push forces in each trial of experiment
1. Their force data do not significantly differ from those recorded on the 45 subjects, although the
age distribution of the laboratory personnel was distinctly different (mean 26.1 years, SD 7.4
vears) as opposed to the students (mean 20.7 years, SD 1.7 vears).

*As a later lmﬂnntmki'dmner and Howard, 1988) showed, any other mea: force over the 2nd, 3rd, or 4th
m world have yie 2 result not sxg-mﬁmnd) different statistically frori the avwiage of these “selected
two




TABLE I

Anthropometric data of the subjects as compared to USAF personnel®. All dimensions in
centimeters (cm) except weight in kilograms (kg), grip strength in kiloponds (kp), age in years,
and handedness in percent (%).

Subjects (n=45) USAF (n= 2420)
Dimension Mean SD Mean SD
1. Weight 76.5 11.1 789 9.7
2 Grip Strength 1 549 7.6 56.4 76
3. Stature 1774 5.1 177.3 6.2
4. Acromial Height, Right 145.8 48 1452 58
5. Tibiale Height, Right 488 25
6. Biceps Circ, Right
Flexed 32.0 26 327 23
Relaxed 295 27 308 2.3
7. Biceps Circ, Left
Flexed 315 27 321 2.2
Relaxed 29.2 2.6 304 2.3
8. Upper Thigh Circ, Right 55.5 5.0 58.8 4.4
9. Lower Thigh Circ, Right 405 35
10. Calf Circ, Right 369 2.6 372 2.3
11. Calf Circ, Left 367 25 369 22
12. Grip Strength II 55.4 8.1
13. Lat. Thumb-tip Reach 108.9 4.0
14. Thumb-tip Reach 822 44 80.3 40
15. Span 1842 63 — -
16. Humeral Breadth, Right 71 0.3 71 04
17. Humeral Breadth, Left 7.1 03 71 04
18. Femoral Breadth, Right 94 05 10.0 0.4
19. Femoral Breadth, Left 9.4 05 10.0 0.5
20. Sitting Height 91.8 32 93.2 3.2
21. Knee Height, Right 57.2 23 .
22. Bideltoid Breadth 48.3 25 482 24
23. Buttock-Knee Length 61.7 26 60.4 i
24. Triceps Skinfold, Right 14 05 13 05
25. Juxtanipple Skinfold, Right 1.8 0.7 14 07
28. Subscap. Skinfold, Right L5 0.6 1.4 05
27. Grip Strength 111 55.6 8.0
Age 2.7 17 300 63
Handedness: Right 84 89
Left 13 9

*Clauser, C. E., et al. Anthropometry of Air Force Rated Officers — 1967. AV RL Technical Report in preparation.
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Section VI
RESULTS

The results of the experiments are presented in figures 5 through 14. In each of the tables, the
experimental conditions and results are reported in the same manner.

Hlustrated by a sketch of the subject’s posturc, indicated are: (1) in which direction (e.g.,
forward) and with which part of the body (e.g., with both hands) the subjects applied force to
the push panel, {b) whether reaction force to the exerted push was supplied to the operator by
a footrest or by a wall against which he could brace himself, (c) which additional requirements
were imposed on the subjects (e.g., keep the sole of the shoe flat on the floor).

For each trial®, the mean force is given as well as the standard deviation (SD), the 5th per-
centile value (5th%)t, and the number of subjects. In addition, the height adjustment of the
push panel above the floor as well as the adjustment of the horizontal distance between the push
panel and the footrest or the vertical wall (whichever was used) are reported (a) in percent of
the subjects’ body dimensions and (b) in centimeters (mean and standard deviation).

The tabulated forces are also presented in graphic form. Means, standard deviations, and 5th
percentile values are plotted for each trial against the horizontal distances between push panel
and footrest or wall, respectively.

Commentaries on the experimental results follow each of the figures 5 through 15. The re-
marks are partially based on the cutcome of t-tests, carried out to determine whether statistically
significant differences between the mean forces existed. The formula used was

F —
t=—vnl
}D'\/n

22

where

F is the mean of the differences between each subject’s forces which he exerted under the
two compared conditions,

SDs is the standard deviation of the differences,
n is the number of differences, i.e., the number of pairs of scores.

The null hypothesis was rejected if the t-value was beyond the 5% limit of the two-tailed test.

*The numbering of the tnals does not indicate the order of teating. which was at random; see Section IV,

1This i the force the wralest 37 of the subject population could not excecd. while the remaining 95% were
stronger. The 5th percentile value can he apprmuimated by dedudting 1.65 stamdand deviations from the mean.
The 5th pereentile values reported here, however, are hased on the original scores obtained in the expeniments.
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Experiment 1

FORWARD PUSH WITH BOTH HANDS
REACTION FORCE PROVIDED BY FLOOR AND FOOTREST

At least one foot must be against the footrest with the sole flat

on the floor.
MAXIMAL STATIC PUSH FORCES ADJUSTMENNTS OF PUSH PANEL AND FOOTRES
gt Jiom gt i
on the push panel of the pug;npa:\el nndn oousmgane
Trial Mean SD Sth % of Mean SD % of Mean SD
No. kp kp % N AH* cm cm AR* cm cm
1.1 41 9.7 298 41 90 1313 42 70 102.0 32
1.2 457 95 30.9 41 90 80 116.6 3.7
13 494 81 375 41 9 90 131.3 42
14 55.6 129 38.1 41 80 116.6 3.1 70 102.0 3.2
135 553 125 38.0 41 80 80 116.6 3.7
1.6 4.3 83 398 41 80 90 131.3 42
17 63.6 15.0 412 41 70 102.0 32 70 102.0 32
18 70.1 15.7 48.7 41 70 80 116.8 3.7
19 59.7 135 386 41 70 90 1313 42

*Acromial Height (Shoulder Height); sce Appendix 11
Rgure 5. Results of axperiment 1.
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EXPERIMENT 1 — Comments
Body Position

All subjects could easily follow the instruction to push forward with both hands. They bent
their arms at the elbows in order to have the push panel close to the chin and chest. The subjects
generally kept their trunks and legs in a straight line between the footrest and the push panel.
Most subjects had only one foot against the footrest, keeping the other with little load on the floor
below the trunk; only seldom did a subject have both feet against the footrest.

Forces

Statistics — The magnitude of forces exerted as well as the spread of data are rather moderate,
the means falling between 44 and 70 kp. The statistical test of the differences between the means
yielded the following results:

1.2 0 o0=Null hypothesis maintained.
s=Null hypothesis rejected:
13 s s forteg exerted at the two com-
conditions significant
k/. different from .er:ch

14 s s s

15 s s s o

18 s s s o o

1.7 s s s s s s

18 s s s s s s . s

19 s s s s s s s s

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

¢ Constant Height of the Push Panel — At 90% of Acromial Height, alternating the horizontal
distance between push panel and footrest from 70 to 80% of Acromial Height did not have a sig-
nif cant effect on the force applied. Adjusting the distance to 90%, however, allowed the subject
to lean farther forward and to apply significantly larger forves.

At 80% of Acromial Height, enlarging the horizontal distance betwren push panel and foot-
rest did not affect the amount of force exerted.

At T0% of Acrowial Height. largest forces could be exerted with a horizontal distance be-
tween push panel 2nd footrest of 80% of each subject’'s Acromial Height; increasing this distance
to 90% or decreasing it to T0% reciuced the forces exertable.

® Constant Horizontal Distance Bet-veen Push Panel and Fotrest — Reducing the height of
the push panel from 90 to 80 and to 70% of Acromial Height lead to increased force. This held
true for distances between push [ ines and footrest of T0, S0 or 90%, respectively. of each sub-
ject’s Acromial Height.
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Conclusion

Within the experimental limitaticas, reducing the height of the push panel from 90 to €0 or
70% of Acromial Height resulted in statistically significant gains with respect to the medn forces
that could be applied to the push panel. If height and horizontal distance sach are adjusted to ap-
proximately three-fourths of the individual's shoulder height, the diagonal distance between push
panel and footrest is close to tie subject’s shoulder height. Leaning fc-ward steeply, the subject
can “wedge” his body between push panel and footrest and use his :nuscular strength and his body
weight in the most effective way. In this condition, forces of about 40 kp om:ld be exerted even
by weak (5th percentile) subjects.

15




LATERAL FUSH WITH THE SHOULDER
REACTION FOKCE PROVIDED BY FLOOR AND FOOYREST

The push is exerted with the praferred shoulder. At least one foot
must be against the footrest with the sole flat on the floor.

MAXIMAL STATIC PUSH FORCES ADJUSTMENTS OF PUSH PANEL AND fOOTREST]

. HEIGHT Horizontal DISTANCE
exezted horizontally
1 of the center between push panel
on the push panel of the push panel and footrest

Trisl Mean SD 5th % of Mean % of Mean SD
Mo. kp kp % ° cm AH® cm cm

21 531 133 33.0
22 832 132 45.1
23 648 136 409

AH
80 118.6 . 60 874 2.8
80

70 1020 3.2
80 80 116.6 3.7

&S

24 592 N2 415
25 712 126 56.3
PA ] 743 143 57.4

70 . . 60 87.4 2.8
70 70 1029 3.2
70 80 116.6 3.7

2.7 76 115 537
28 871 180 62.1
29 808 147 54.6

80 . 70 102.0 3.2
60 80 116.6 3.7
60 90 131.3 4.2

588 B85

*Acromial Height (Shoulder Height); see Appendix IL

Figure 5. Results of experimont 2.
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EXPERIMENT 2 — Comments
Body Position

All subjects could easily follow the instruction to push laterally with the preferred shoulder.
They all kept the trunk and supporting leg in a straight line while leaning laterally towards
the push panel. And all had the outside of the foot opposite the pushing shoulder against the
footrest, keeping the other foot with little or no load below their trunk.

Forces

Statistics — The magnitude of forces as well as the spread of the data are moderate, the means
fall.ag between 53 and 87 kp. The statistical test of the differences between the means yielded
the following results:

22 s o=Null hypothesis maintained,
s=Null ilypothesis rejected:

2.3 s o forces exerted at the two com-
i:ared conditions are significant-
y different from each other.

24 s s s

2.5 s S s S

2.6 s s ] s o

2.7 s s ] s s 0

2.8 s s ] s s ] $

29 5 s s s s s 0 5

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

¢ Constant Height of the Push Panel — Increasing the horizontal distance between push panel
and footrest from 60 to 70% of the individual Acromial Height resulted in increased force. Further
increase of the distance to 80% did not lead to a significant gain. This held true for height ad-
justments of both 80 and 70% of the Acromia! Height.

At the panel height of 80% of Acromial Height, however, the horizontal distance between
push panel and footrest was not adjusted to 60% of Acromial Height, since this was found to be
too narrow a space in piloi studies. Instead, a distance adjustment of 90% of Acromisl Height
(which had been found to be too large for the greater heights uf the push panel} was added to the
70 and 80% adjustments. Increasing the horizontal distance from 70 to 80% led to a significant
gain in applicable force. Further increase to 90%, however, returned the force to the previous level.

¢ Constant Horizontal Distance Between Push Panel and Footrest — Reducing the height of
the push panel from 80 to 70% and even to 60% of Acromial Height led to increased force. This
held true for all spacings, i.e., for 60% (compare 2.1 and 2.4), 70% (compare 2.2, 2.5 and 2.7) and
for 80% of Acromial Height (compare 2.3, 2.6 and 238),

18




Conclusion

Within the experimental limits, reducing thie height of the push panel from 80 to 70 and 60%
of Acromial Height resulted in significant and considerable gains with respect to the mean forces
that could be applied to the push panel. Largest forces were exerted while the subject leaned at
approximately 45 degrees toward the push panel. This enabled him to “wedge” his body between
push panel and footrest and to use his muscular strength and hody weight in the most effective
way. Height adjustments of the push panel to 80 or 70% of the individual's Acromial Height and
to about three-fourths of the shoulder height for the horizontal distance between push panel and
footrest allowed even weak subjects (5th percentile) to apply approximately 55 kp.

19




Experiment 3
FORWARD PUSH WITH BOTH HANDS

Both shoulders must icuch the wall.

L

REACTION FORCE PROVIDED BY A VERTICAL WALL

' MAXIMAL STATIC PUSH FORCES

ADJUSTMENTS OF PUSH PANEL AND WALL

eserted ortzonally LT e ey
B R % N[ e 2w e o2
31| 593 146 303 39 100 1459 46 | 50 410 22
32| 680 163 414 40 100 80 493 zd
3] 1000 276 5717 B 100 70 515 31
4| 1309 408 580 40 100 80 657 35
35| %09 308 440 40 100 90 740 4.0
38| 69 259 23 35 160 100 822 44

® Acromial Height (Shoulder Height); Appendix 11
{ Thurab-tip i\‘:ndx( see Appendiiih e

Fgure 7. Rosvits of expsrimont 3.
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EXPERIMENT 3 — Comments

Body Position

While pushing forward with both hands, the subjects placed their feet below or slightly for-
ward of their trunk. Since the subjects were required to keep both shoulders against the wall while
pushing, they had to place their fingertips instead of their palms against the push panel when the
distance between push panel and wall was adjusted to 100% of Thumb-tip Reach.

Forces

Statistics — The magnitude of exerted forces and their spread of values are considerable, the
means ranging from 59 to 131 kp. The statistical test of the differences between means yielded the
following results:

32 s o=Null hypothesis maintained.
s=Null b is rejected:

33 s s forces mmmtwo com-

condxﬁons are sigmﬂmnt

t from each othe
34 s [ s ifferes

35 s s 0 s

36 s o s s s

31 32 33 34 35

Effects of Distance Adjustments — Increasing the distance between push panel and wall from
50 to 30% of the individual Thumb-tip Reach allowed the subject to stretch his arms and thereby
exert increasing forces. Further adjustments, howsaver, reduced the amount of applied force consid-
erably, since it became increasingly difficult to reach the push panel. Finally, force had to be ap-
plied with the fingertips instead of with the palms of the hand.

- s




Conclusion

Adjustment of the distance between push panel and wall to about three-fourths of the sub-
ject’s Thumb-tip Reach was most effective for exertion of horizontal push force. In this experi-
ment, the straight arms could be locked between push panel and wall. Reducing the distance to
about half the reach distance or increasing it to full reach capability diminished the force sub-
stantially, When the distance corresponded to about three-fourths of the individual's reach distance,
about 58 kp could be exerted even by weak subjects (5th percentile).




Experiment 4

I FORWARD PUSH WITH BOTH HANDS

REACTION FORCE PROVIDED BY A VERTICAL WALL

The subject chooses which part of his back will touch the wall.

MAXIMAL STATIC PUSH FORCES ADJUSTMENTS OF PUSH PANEL AND WALL

Tl b, | e
i I A | - b
41| %26 289 420 4 90 1313 42 | 70 515 31
42| 121 381 511 4 90 80 657 35
43| 911 W6  6l4 44 90 90 740 40
44| 766 148 499 4 90 100 822 44
45| TI8 142 553 4 90 110 904 49|
46| 85 179 582 M 90 120 9868 53

* Acromial W (Shoulder Height); Appendix I1.
}Thumb tip Reach: soe Appendix 11

Fgure §: Roouits of experiment 4.
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DXPERIMENT 4 — Comments

Body Position

The subjects normally kept their shoulders against the wall when the distance betw. .5 wall
and push panel was short. For greater distances, they leaned forward, having the lower part of
their backs against the wall. The subjects generally had their feet about parallel and piaced them
slightly in front of their trunks.

Forces

Statistics — The mugnitude of forces exerted is considerable, but the spread of the meaxs is
rather small, reaching from 77 to 112 kp. The statistical test of the differences between the means
yielded the following results:

42 s o=Nt' hypothesis maintained.
s=Nuvll hypothesis rejected:
13 0 [y forces cxerted at the two com-

conditions are significant-
E different from each other.
44 s s s

45 s s s o

46 o s s s s

Effects of Distunce Adjustment — Maximal push forces couid be exerted if the distance be-
tween push panel and wall was adjusted to between 70 and 90% of the individual's Thumb-tip
Reach; the subjects could keep their shoulders aganst the wall and press forward with their arms
almost or completely siraight. Increasing the distance forced the subjects to lean forward from
the wall, causing a distinctly less favorable flow  f force vecturs from the push panel through the
arms and back to the wall thus, only significantly smaller forces could he applied o the push
panel.




Condlusion

Within the experimental limits, adjustment of the distance between push nanel and wall to
slightly less than the individual's Thumb-tip Reach resulted in relatively large push forces. If the
distance was at least three-fourths of the individual's forward reach, even weak subjects ( 5tk per-
centile) could exert about 50 kp.




Experiment 5

P
FORWARD PUSH WITH BOTH HANDS
REACTION FORCE PROVIDED BY A VERTICAL WALL
One Yoot must be placed against the wall.
MAXIMAL STATIC PUSH FORCES ADJUSTMENTS OF PUSH PANEL AND WALL
rted horizontall HEIGHT Horizontal DISTANCE
“on the pusl prncl e bt PP
Trial Mean SD 5th % of Mean SD % of Mean SD
No. kp kp % N AH* «m un AH® cm cm
5.1 837 150 48 42 90 1313 4.2 80 116.6 3.7
5.2 69.1 199 40.1 42 90 100 145.9 4.6
53 880 144 639 37 90 120 175.0 5.6
5.4 73.0 165 500 41 76 102.0 33 80 116.6 3.7
55 745 238 455 42 70 100 145.9 46
58 836 141 60.9 37 70 120 175.0 5.6
5.7 6.7 180 39.4 4l 50 72.8 2.4 80 116.6 3.7
58 787 220 477 42 50 100 145.9 48
59 795 168 379 37 50 120 175.0 5.6

*Acromial Height (Shoulder Height); see Appendix II.

Figure 9: Results of experiment 5.
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EXPERIMENT 5 — Comments
Body Position

All subjects could exert forces in the prescribed manner, that is, pushing forward with both
hands and keeping one foot flat against the wall. There was some variation, however, with respect
to whether the arms were kept straight or bent, or to which foot was placed against the wall. Gen-
erally, when the wall was close to the push panel the subjects had their arms bent, when the wall
was farther away from the push panel, they held their arms straight. No atteinpts were made to
control these variations.

Forces

Statistics ~ The magnitude of the forces is moderate and the spread of data is very small, the
means lying between 64 and 88 kp. The statistical test of the differences between the means yielded
the following results:

52 o o=Null hypothesis maintained,
s=Null hypothesis rejected:
53 s s forces exerted at the two com-

fared conditions are significant-
y different from each other.

55 ] 0 s 0

58 s s s s )

i o 0 ] o o s

S8 s ) s o o 0 s

5.9 s s s 0 o 0 s o

51 52 53 54 55 58 57 58

¢ Constant Height of the Push Panel — At all three height adjustments of the push panel (i.e.,
at 90, 70 and 50% of the subjects’ Acromial Heights), increasing the distance between push panel
and wall led to an increase of exertable force. When the push panel was set at greater heights (cor-
responding to 90 and 70% of Acromial Height respectively), the gain of exertable strength was
significant only if the distance was increased from 100 to 120% of Acromial Height. At the low
push panel height (adjusted to half shoulder height), however, the only significant increase oc-
curred when the space was widened from 80 to 100% of Acromial Height.

¢ Constant Distance between Push Panel and Wall — At a distance corresponding to 80% of
the individual's Acromial Height, lowering the height of the push panel from 90% of the Acromial
Height to 70% brought about a small but significant increase in exertabe force; further lowering to
50% of Acromial Height did not show any results.




AT b RIS I IRT < ALY ENENS 2

If the distance between the push panel and wall was equal to the shoulder height, lowsring
the push plate from 90 to 70%, or from 70 to 50% of Acromial Height did not cause any significant
gains in force, although there was a significant but small increase in force in the lowest as com-
pared to the highest adjustment.

At a distance adjusted to 120% of Acromial Height, lowering the push panel from 80 to 70%
of Acromial Height resulted in reducing the force that could be applied to it. A further reduction
at half shoulder height is statistically insignificant.

Conclusion :

Reducing the height of the push panel from 90 to 70% of Acromial Height brought about a
gain in xertable force when the distance between the push panel and wall was small (70% of
Acromial Height). The subjects could lean forward towards the push panel and wedge their bodies
between wall and push panel, keeping their arms bent and the push panel close to chest and chin.
If, in contrast, the distance between push panel and wall was large (120% of Acromial Height), the
highest adjustment of the push panel (to 90% of Acromial Height) enabled the subjects to lock
their bodies with arms straight between the opposing surfaces and to exert larger forces. The dif-
ferences between the measured forces are, however, rather small. At any adjustment, even weak
subjects (5th percentile) could exert at least 40 kp.




Experiment 6

BACKWARD PUSH
REACTION FORCE PROVIDED BY A VERTICAL WALL

The subject chooses with which part of his back he will push. He
also decides whether and how 1o place his hands, knees, or feet
against the wall.

MAXIMAL STATIC PUSH FORCES ADJUSTMENTS OF PUSH PANEL AND WALL
Wl B® || oM 2| Ve
61| 140 755 71.6 43 40 583 20 80 65.7 3.5
62 1650 550 87.3 43 40 90 74.0 4.01
63 | 1885 512 92.6 43 40 100 82.2 44
64 1970 578 1169 43 40 110 90.4 49
65| 1999 609 1lL1 43 40 120 98.6 5.3
66 | 1801 529 1029 43 40 130 106.8 5.7

*Acromial Height (Shoulder Helght) see Appendix IL
$Thumb-tip Reach; see Appendi: II

Figure 10. Results of experiment 6.
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EXPERIMENT 6 — Comments

Body Position

No subject had any difficulty executing this backward push, although some took a relatively
long time to find the most suitable position. For the short distances between the push panel and
wall, they generally had the push panel at the middle part of their backs, their arms held straight
with their hands against the wall, and their legs bent and the knees against the wall. For the long
distances between the push pauel and wall, huwever, the subjects had the lower part of their backs
against the push panel, their legs more or less straight, and both feet against the wall; often, they
lifted their bodies off the floor, wedged between the push panel and the wall with both feet flat
against it.

Forces

Statistics — Very high forces were exerted together with arelatively small spread of the means.

They lie between 165 and 200 kp. The statistical test of the differences between the means yielded
the following results:

6.2 s o0 ==Null hypothesis maintained.
s=Null hypothesis rejected:
63 s o forces exerted at the two com-

red conditions are significant-
y different from each other.
64 o s s

65 o s s o

6.6 0 0 o 0 s

61 62 63 64 6

Effects of Distance Adjustments — At the closest distance between the push panel and Acro-
mial Height, that is, at 80% of Thumb-tip Reach, the subjects pushed very effectively backward,
having their knees and hands braced against the wall. If the distance was increased, the wall was
too far from the subject to be reached with hands and knees at the same time; this resulted in a
significant reduction of the forces applied to the push panel. Enlarging the distance to 110 or 120%
of the subject’'s Thumb-tip Reach, however, allowed them to push very strongly, since they could
wedge themselves between push panel and wall with their legs straight and their feet against the
wall. Frequently, the subjects lifted themselves completely off the floor. An additional increase of
the distance between push panel and wall is 130% of Thumb-tip Reach proved to be too far to al-
low such push exertion and resulted in a loss of applicable force.

A




Conclusion

Of all experiments conducted, this manner of force application was by far the most effective.
Pushing backwards either (a) with hands and knees against the wall at close distances or (b) at
greater distances with legs straight and Loth feet against the wall, was highly successful. At the
shorter distance, even weak subjects (5th percentile) could exert at least 75 kp. At the larger dis-
tances, over 100% of their reach capability, they could apply at least 100 kp.




LATERAL PUSH EXERTED BY WEDGING THE SHOULDERS
BETWEEN PUSH PANEL AND VERTICAL WALL

MAXIMAL STATIC PUSH FORCES
exerted horizontally
on the push penel

Trial SD Sth
No. kp %

ADJUSTMZENTS OF PUSth PANEL AND WALL

HEIGHT
of the center

of the push panel

% of Mean SD
AH® cm om

Horizontal EilSITAN?E
between pane
t.ntf wall

Mean SD
BB on cm

71 . 426 57.8
7.2 . 39.0 429

73 433 207 16.4

100 1458 46
100

100

80 389 24
90 436 27

48.7 S

® Acromial Height (Shoulder Height), see Appendix I
dth);, see Appen

{Bideltoid Breadth (Shoulder

dix I1.

Figure 11. Results of experiment 7.
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EXPERIMENT 7 — Comments

Body Position

In the two shorter distance adjustments between push panel and wail, no difficulties in body
placement and positioning were encountered. Although the adjustment to 80% of the individual's
Bideltoid Breadth was rather narrow, it could be used by all subjects since the center of the push
panel was at Acromial Height, which is somewhat higher than the poirt at which the largest
Bideltoid Breadth occurs. When distance between the push panel and wall was greatest, however,
17 of the 42 subjects could not apply any force at all to the push panel in the required way; for
them, a distance corresponding to 100% of their Bideltoid Breadth at Acromial Height was tc-
ample for their shoulders.

Forces

Statistics — The range of exerted forces is very large, the means being 136, 92, and 43 kp, re-
spectively, at the trme distance adjustments. All differences between the means were found to be

highly significant statistically.

Effects of Distance Adjustments — At the shortest distance adjustment, 80% of Bideltoid
Breadth, the subjects could exert rather large forces by wedging their shoulders between wall and
push panel. At a distance corresponding to 0% of Bideltoid Breadth, their shou!ders were much
less compressed and the force that they could appiy to the push panel by attemping lateral expan-
sion of their shoulders significantly reduced. The widest adjustment, 100% of Bideltoid Breadth
between the push panel ard wall, proved to be too great for many subjects. The remvining sub-
jects cousd apply only relatiely small forces.




Conclusion

This manner of exerting force appears to be rather impractical. Only in very urcomfortable
narrow spaces, which are distinctly smaller than shotilder hreadth, can large ferces be exerted.
If the space is widened only slightly. a steep decline of the -xertable force occurs.
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Experiment 8

Ll i <

LA(F.AL PUSH WITH ONE HAND
REACTION FORCE PROVIDED BY A VER[MICAL WALL

The push is exerted with the preferred hand; the opposite
shoulder is against the wall.

MAXTMAL STATIC PUSH FORCES ADJUSTMENTS OF PUSH PANEL, AND WALL
=t pfmger | Rt
Yol M B 0% » A e R W M R
81| 201 84 1t 42 100 1459 46 | 50 544 19
sel 345 100 188 44 100 60 653 24
82| 553 183 335 44 100 0 762 28
84| 760 194 444 43 100 86 870 33
i 85| 622 214 323 43 100 9 980 37
s6| 269 16 87 3B 100 100 1089 40

*Acromia! Height (Shoulder Height); see Appendix II
{Lateral Thungb-tip Reach; see Appendix ﬁ

Figure 12. Resulls of experiment 8.
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EXPERIMENT 8 — Comments

Body Position

At the closest adjustment between push panel and wall, the pushing arm had to be distinctly
bent; the greater the distance, the more the pshing arm had to be extended. The farthest adjust-
ment beiween push panel and wall caused the subjects to place their fingertips instead of their
palms against the wall. Some subjects, however, could not reach the push panel at all if they kept
one shoulder against the wall as required.

Forces

Statistics — The magnitude of the exerted forces is small to moderate, the spread of the means
relatively large, falling between 27 and 76 kp. The statistical test of the differences between the
means yielded the following resuits:

8.2 5 o=Null hypothesis maintained.

s=Null hypothesis rejected:
8.3 s s forces exerted at the two com-
ared conditions are significant-
y different from each other.
84 3 s ]

85 S s € S

86 o $ s s s

81 82 83 84 85

Effects of Distance Adjustments — Both the closest and the farthest distance adjustments,
corresponding respectively to half and to full Lateral Thumb-tip Reach, were about equally un-
favorable for exertion of push forces. The closest adjustment required a severe bending of the push-
iny; arm at the elbow with great mechanical disadvantage. The farthest adjustment forced the
subjects to push with their fingertips instead of with the palm of their hand. Thus, the force reg-
istered at the push panel was not so much determined by the muscular strength, but by the tol-
erable thrust and pain in the fingers. Distance adjulstments of between 70 and 90% of the individu-
al's lateral Thumb-tip Reach allowed the most forceful pushes, exerted with the arm held more or
less straight by attempted expansion of the shoulders or by a slight attempted rotation of the
shoulder girth with regard to the lower part of the body.

42




Conclusion

Lateral push with onc arm, the opposite shoulder against a wall, is very ineffective/ for me-
chanical reasons if the distance between push panel and wall is either 50, 60 or 100% of the Later-
al Thumb-tip Reach. If the distance between push panel and wall is in the range from 70 through
90% of the lateral reach, force is exerted with the arm held straight and by attempted expansion
or rotation of the shoulders. In this position, even weak operators (5th percentile) couvld exert at
least 32 kp.




Experiment 9

LATERAL PUSH WITH ONE HAND

3 REACTION FORCE PROVIDED B8Y A VERTICAL WALL

The push is exerted with the preferred hand; the other hand is
flat against the wall, the arm straight.

ADJUSTMENTS OF PUSH PANEL AND WALL
MAXIMAL STATIC PUSH FORCES HEIGHT Horizontal DISTANCE
exerted horizontslly of the center between push panel
on the push panel of the push panel and wall
Trial Mean SD Sth % of Mean SD % of Mean SD
No. kp kp % N AH* cm om Spant cm cm
91 374 13.9 16.9 30 100 i459 46 50 92.1 3.2
9.2 35.3 12.7 191 41 100 60 1105 3.8
9.3 529 16.7 217 4] 100 70 129.0 45
94 721 194 43.7 42 100 80 1474 5.1
95 331 135 14.7 37 100 920 165.7 57
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*Acromial Height (Shoulder Height); see Appendix II.
$See Appendix II.

Figure 13. Resulis of experiment 9.
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EXPERIMENT 9 — Comments

Body Position

The subject had to keep his non-preferred arm straight and horizontally extended toward the
wall. The other arm was more or less bent depending on the distance between wall and push
panel. The smallest distance proved to be too small for some subjects, who could not keep one arm
straight even when the other was totally bent. At the distance equaling total Span, the subjects
had to apply force to the push panel with their fingers instead of using the palm of the hand.

Forces

Statistics — The magnitude of the exerted forces is small to moderate, the spread of the means
is relatively large, the means falling between 33 and 72 kp. The statistical test of the differences
between the means yielded the following results:

9.2 o o=Null hypothesis maintained.
s=Null hypothesis rejected:
9.3 s s forces exerted at th. two com-

conditions are significan¢-
y different from each other.
94 s s s

9.5 o ) s s

91 92 93 94 95

Effects of the Distance Arrangements — Short distances between push panel and wall
(equaling 50 to 60% of the individual Spani as well as the longest distance (100% of Span),
provided a rather unfavorable condition for force exertion. The narrow space forced the subjects
to push at the push panel with a severely bent arm with great mechanical disadvantage. The farth-
est adjustment used was in fact too great (o allow force exertion with the palm of the hand against
the push panel; thus, the force had to be applied with the finger tips. In this position, the obtained
scores represent not so much the muscle strength of the subjects but the stress and pain they were
willing to tolerate in their fingers. At distances corresponding to 70 or 80% of the individual Span,
moderately large forces could be exerted. The 70% distance caused only slight bending of the
pushing arm. while at 80% the subjects could wedge themselves betwoen wzlland push panel with
both arms held straight.
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Conclusion

Within the experimental limitations, both the shortest and the longest adjustments of the dis-
tance between push panel and wall were about equally unsuitable for force exertion in the pre-
scribed way, since the operator was forced to exert force with great mechanical disadvantage. If
the distance hetween push panel and wall was set to 70% or, better, to 80% of Span, moderate force
could be exerted by the subject with his arms locked straight between the opposing surfaces; weak
subjects (5th percentile) could exert between 28 and 44 kp.
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Experiment 10

FORWARD PUSH WITH ONE HAND

REACTION FORCE PROVIDED BY A VERTICAL WALL

The push is exerted with the preferred hand. Both shoulders must

touch the wall.

MAXIMAL STATIC FUSH FORCES ADJUSTMENTS OF PUSH PANEL AND WALL
HEIGHT Horizontal DISTANCE
rted ho! tall
"ot s panel e e between pust el

Trial Mean SD 5th % of Mean SD % of Mean Sd
No. kp kp % N AH* cm cm TR} cm cm
0.1 26.8 6.6 149 39 100 1459 48 50 41.0 2.
10.2 30.3 72 16.0 40 100 60 49.3 2.6
10.3 369 98 21.8 39 100 70 515 3.1
10.4 53.1 146 29.4 40 100 80 65.7 3.5
10.5 503 174 3 40 100 90 74.0 4.0
10.6 43.7 17.8 193 35 100 100 82.2 4.4#

*Acromial Height (Shoulder Height) see Appendix II
{Thumb-tip Reach; see Appendix II.

Figure 14. Results of experiment 10.
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EXPERIMENT 10 — Comments
Body Posture

While pushing forward with the preferred hand, the subjects placed their feet below or slight-
ly forward of the trunk. Since the subjects were required to keep their shoulders against the wall
while pushing, they had to place their fingertips instead of the palm of the hand against the push
panel when the distance between push panel and wall was adjusted to 100% of the Thumb-tip
Reach.

Forces
Statistics — The exerted forces are rather small, the means lying between 27 and 53 kp. The
statistical test of the differences between the means yielded the following results:

102 s o= Null hypothesis maintained.
s=Null hypothesis rejected:
10.3 s s forces exerted at the two com-

ruvd conditions are significant-
y different from each other.

105 s s 3 o

10.6 3 s s s s

101 102 163 104 105

Effects of Distance Adjustments — Increasing the distance between push panel and wall
from 50 to 80% of the individual Thumb-tip Reach resulted in considerable gains of exerted force.
However, at the longest distance, 100% of reach, the force applied to the push panel was reduced
according to the thrust and pain that the subject could tolerate in the force-ransmitting fingers. At
distznces between push panel and wall corresponding to 80 or 90% of the individual's Thumb-t:p
Reach, the subjuct could lock himself betweea wall and push panel with straight arm; this en-
abled him: to exert relatively strong pushes.

Cendusion

Short distances between the push panel and wall caused the subject to push with bent anp.
The longest distance adjustments caused him to push with his fingertips instead of with the palm
of the hand. These conditions were rather unfavorable for exertion of push forces. Distance ad-
justments to 80 or 90% of the subject’s Thumb-tip Reach allowed him to wedge his body be-
tween push panel and wall with a straight arm. This enabled cven weak subjects (5th percentile)
to exert at least about 25 kp




Section Vil
DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

In the following, the results of the experiments are discussed in relation to the magnitude cf
forces exertable while the subject is either free standing on the floor or braced against a vertical
wall, and to the amount of force exerted while pushing either with one hand orlv or with both
hands or the shoulders or the back.

COMPAXISON WITH OTHER EXPERIMENTS

As stated in the introduction, only very few studies have been published that deal with the
problem of human strength exertable under realistic, every-day condit'ons. Amoug the rare ex-
ceptions are Dempster’s studies (1955, 1958, 1961), in which pulling subjects braced themselves
against a footrest while positioning their bodies so as to make greatest possible use of iheir body
mass as a source of reaction force to the pulls actively exerted. Still. Dempster’s investigations n
pull capacities do not ailow any detailed comparisons with our study on push forces.

Not comparable at 2!l are the many studies on static strength of seated operators. The efects
of body .. =, of tne use of rigid surfaces to brace against (Caldwell 1959a, 1960, 1962), generally,
the cffects . the ! ‘w of force vectors through the body of the subject ase very different in the
standing and in *h siiting position.

Even :nost of the studies on standing subjects cannot be used for comparison, since they nor-
naally were required tc maintain an erect body position and could not brace thermsehes while ex-
erting forces. Under these conditions, the push force is limited by the resistance the body has
against being tilted over, as Rohmert (1960a) pointed out. This also expiains, at least partly, Konz’
and Day's findings {19665,

Comparable to our study are th= experiments conducted by Streimer and Srringer (1963),
and by W_ F. Fox {1967). Streimer and Sprirger adjusted a horizonta! bar at "knee height,” “waist
height,” “chest height”™ and “overhead.” respectively, and asked their subjects (45 male college
students) to exert their maximum isometric push force horizontally in a single effort. No restric-
tions were impased on the subjects with respect to the postural positions they assumed, sirce it
was postulated that given free choice. the subjects would position th-mselves in the most adequate
and comfortable manner. Unfortunately, the form of the push bar «3s not described. Not men-
tioned either was the tvpe of footwear the supbjects used, nor :he kind o] vor surface or Boor
material »n which thev stood.

For the two-handed und the one-handed pushes, Streimer and Springer tabulated the follow-
ing results (in 1b):

Height Force Exerted Force Exerted
of the With Tuoe Hands With One Hand
Push Bar Mean SD Mean SD
Knee Height 159 1§ 20 20
Waist Height 1139 2 =116
Chest Height 928 19 30 FA}
Onerhead 585 14 531 13
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It is rather difficult to compare these data with ours since: (a) the amountiof reaction force
available to the subjects at their feet was very different in the two experiments (limited but un-
known versus infinite in our experiments); and (b) Streimer and Springer did not define what they
measured as “maximal forces” (it could be “peak” forces as well as “mean” forces), finally, (c)
the subject populations as well as the experimental conditions may be different. In general, how-
ever, the results of the two studies seem not to be in disagreement wita each other.

W. F. Fox (1967) used a horizontal bar, 2 inches high, raised 24 inches above the floor and-
a large vertical plywood board, located above the bar. Against the bar or the board, maximal®

isometric push forces were exerted. The subjects either placed both hands against the vertical sur-
faces while pushing forward, or pushed laterally with one shoulder against the board, or pushed
backward. In one part of the experiments, the subjects (52 males, most between 21 and 50 years
of age) could anchor their feet against the rungs of a wooden ladder lying on the floor. ( The rungs

were about one inch in diameter, spaced 13 inches apart.) The subjects, free to assume the most

appropriate body position, exerted the following average forces (in lb; Fox used approximately
the same definition for “maximal force” as we did).

Mean SD
Forward push at the board
exerted with both hands 214.5 66.1
Forward push at the bar,

exerted with both hands 202.9 80.2

Lateral push at the board,
exerted with one shoulder 2257 829

Backward push 272.7 67.3

Fox’s first two conditions can be compared roughly with those in our experiment 1; Fox’s mean
values are larger than our highest averages. The lateral shoulder push is comparable to our ex-
periment 2; Fox’s data approximate our results. Fox’s back push conditions may, with caution, be
compared with those in our experiment 8; our data are substantially higher. In our backward
pushes, the subjects braced themselves against a vertical wall, while in Fox’s experiments, the
subjects had a “non-slip floor” (1.e., they anchored their feet on the rungs of the ladder). This
is likely to cause different body postures and consequently, differences in recorded forces. Differ-
ences in design and arrangement of the push panels in Fox’s and our experiments may, among
other reasons, account for the discrepancies in the forces exerted in the forward pushes. In gen-
eral, however, the similarity of Fox's and our data is obvious.
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OPERATOR FREE STANDING (EXPERIMENTS 1 AND 2)

In both experiments, the subjects pushed horizontally while free standing, using as a body
brace only the footrest, which prevented their shoes from sliding backward on the floor. The basic
lifference between the experiments was that push was exerted in experiment 1 with the hands
and in experiment 2 with one shoulder.

The patterns of the results obtained in both experiments are very similar {see figures 5 and 6,
pages 12 and 16). The more diagonally the subject could lean against the push panel, the better
he could wedge his body between the panel and the footrest, and the larger the forees he could
apply to the push panel. The magnitude of the forces exerted in the two sets of experiments, how-
ever, are distinctly different from each other. Pushing forward with both hands is generally less
efficient than pushing laterally with the preferred shoulder. This becomes quite obvious when the
exerted forces are tabulated according to directly comparable conditions in which the same height
and distance adjustments of the push panel are used:

Trial Number Mean Force inkp
1.4 versus 2.2 586 versus 63
1.5 versus 2.3 55 versus 65
1.7 versus 2.5 64 versus 71

1.8 versus 2.6 70 versus 74

The null-hypothesis may be maintained (t-test) only for the last pair of data. This constitutes
the very best experimental condition for forward push with both hands, while considerably larg-
er forces than even 74 kp can be exerted with the shoulders under other conditions ( trials 2.7, 2.8,
2.9, page 16).

In the first experiment, hands and arms are apparently the weak links in the chain of ‘body
parts transmitting force from the push panel to the floor through the body. In the second experi-
ment, the flow of force vestors is through shoulders, trunk and legs only, omitting the relatively
weak arms and hands; thersfore, the shoulder pushes are generally stronger than the hand pushes.
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OPERATOR BRACED, PUSHING FORWARD WITH BOTH HANDS OR BACKWARD
(EXPERIMENYS 3, 4, 5, AND 6)

In these experiments, the subjects were provided a vertical wall against which to brace them-
selves during ezertion of pushes. In experiments 3 and 4, they had their backs against the wall,
standing more or less upright and pushing at about shoulder height. In experiment 5, the subjects
had to lean forward to push, keeping one foot flat against the wall. In all these experiments, the
subjects had to push forward, but in experiment 6 they pushed backwards, bracing their hands or
knees or feet against the supporting wall.

To facilitate comparisons of the results, experiments 3, 4, and 6 were planned so that the dis-
tance adjustments would overlap; adjacent distance adjustments were used in experiment 5.

In experiments 3 and 4, the subjects exerted force in similar ways; therefore, the general pat-
tern of results and the magnitude of the exerted forces are very much alike. In fact, by putting the
graphs (figures 8 and 9, pages 24 and 28) side by side with the necessary overlap, the curve of ex-
periment 4 can be used as the extension of the curve of experiment 3. When pushing at about
shoulder height and standing within a narrow space between push panel and wall, only relatively
small forces can be exerted with bent arms. If the parallel surfaces are moved far enough apart to
allow the subject to push with his arms straight and his back against the wall, he can exert rather
large forces. A greater distance between the wall and push panel causes the subject either to push
with his fingertips, while keeping his back against the wall, or to lean forward from the wall. Both
ways of force exertion are rather ineffective.

An even greater increase in the distance between push panel and wall was investigated in ex-
periment 5 (figure 9, page 28). To reach the push panel with both hands, the subject had to lean
forward, pressing one {oot against the wall behind him. The mean forces exerted in this posture
show some variations with height and distance adjustment, but have the same magnitude as those
exerted with the back against the wall (though not quite reaching the pcak forces applied with
stiff arms wedged between push panel and wall).

The 5th percentile force is remarkably constant in all three experiments: starting from 30 kp
at the very closest distance between push panel and wall, it rises to over 50 kp if the distance is en-
larged only a little, and then stays close to 50 kp with ever increasing distance. (Taking into ac-
count, of ccurse, the best score if the subjects pushed at the same distance in different body posi-
tions. )
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Experiment 6 (figure 10, page 32) shows that pushing backward with hands, knees or feet
braced against a rigid surface is generally much more effective than any forward push; this is a
common experience, confirmed in this study. The mean as well as the 5th percentile forces of the
backward pushes are without exception considerably higher than any of the forward pushes. The
5th percentile force never falls below 70 kp, it even stays above 100 kp as long as the subject can
wedge himself between the parallel surfaces with his legs extended. While comparing the results of
experiments 3, 4 and 5 with those of experiment 6, it should be kept in mind that, (a) backward
pushes as in experiment 6 require that the surface pushed against be rather low, and that (b) the
range of possible distance adjustments between push panel and the wall to brace against is rather
limited for back pushes. Forward pushes with the hands can be exerted at much higher and at much
more distant push panels than back pushes.

OPERATOR BRACED, PUSHING WITH ONE SHOULDER OR WITH ONE HAND
(EXPERIMENTS 7, 8, 9, AND 10)

7 8 9 10

In experiments 7 through 10, forces were exerted with either one hand or with ore shoulder,
respectively. The distance between push panel and wall was very short in experiment 7, so that
the subject had to wedge his shoulders between the two surfaces; the distance was gradually in-
creased in experiment 8 so that the subject could push laterally with one hand, holding his oppc-
site shoulder against the wall. In experiment 9, the wall was moved out even more until the sub-
ject had to extend both arms laterally to touch the wall with one hand and the push panel witlj
the other hand. &

Wedging the shoulders between narrowly spaced surfaces, as in experiment 7 (figure 11, page
36), is effective only if the space is distinctly less than shoulder breadth; this is a rather uncom-
fortable position. Increasing the distance up to shoulder width resulted in an almost complete loss
of the ability to apply force in this way. In general, this way of force application appears to be ef-
fective only under exceptional circumstances and, therefore, impractical.

Pushing with the preferred hand and keeping either the opposite shoulder (experiment 8,
figure 12, page 40) or the other hand (experiment 9, figure 13, page 44) against the wall is rather
ineffective if the pushing arm must be severely bent; the more it can be extended, the better the
subject can wedge himself between push panel and wall. If the space between the opposing sur-
faces is too wide, the subject has to push with his fingertips instead of with the palm of his hand,
which leads to a drastic reduction of applicable push force.
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Overlapping distance adjustments in experiments 8 and 9 allow superimposition of the force
curves of each experiment. The curves, both of the mean and 5th percentile forces, show great
fluctuation. The scoic. are low at short distance between push panel and wall (pushing arm
pent). A first maximum is reached at moderate distance (arm straight, shoulder against the wall);
at only slightly increased distances, the curves fall to a relative minimum (fingertip push or bent .
arm, respectively). A second relative maximurm appears at large distance (both arms straight) frl-
lowed again by a sharp decline at further increased distance, where it becomes more and more
difficult to reach both surfaces at all.

In experiment 10 (figure 14, page 48), the subject pushed forward with the preferred arm,
keeping his back against the supporting wall, the push panel placed at given fractions of the for-
ward reach capability. This is basically the same as in experiment 8, where lateral push was ex-
erted. It is, therefore, not surprising tc find the same pattern of results in both studies. Little force
is exertable with bent arms if the distance is short between push panel and wall; improvement
occurs with increasing distance, a maximum is reached with straight arms, then the force de-
creases with further increase of the distance between push panel and wall. At the closer adjust-
ments of the wall, lateral and sagittal push are about equally effective, but the maximum of the
lateral push (with straight arm) is somewhat higher. Here, the muscles of the trunk and the legs
can be used to twist the trunk and so to wedge the shoulder and »=.. L =tween push panel and wall.

In conclusion: The horizontal push forces that can be exerted with one hand — laterally or
sagittally — against a push panel while bracing the body against an opposite wall depend in a
rather irregular way on the spacing between push panel and wall; in any case, these forces are
rather small, the 5th perceatile values being between 15 and 44 kp.

OPERATOR BRACED, PUSHING EITHER WITH ONE HAND OR WITH BOTH HANDS

Experiments 3 and 10 can be compared directly with each other: in both, the same height and
distance adjustments were used. The push panel, fixed at shoulder height, was adjusted between
half and full (thumb-tip) forward reach in 10% increments from the wall. In experiment 3, the
subjects pushed forward with both arms; in experiment 10 they used only the preferred hand.

The pushes exerted with both hands (figure 7) are considerably stronger than those exerted
with one hand (figure 14). This holds true even for the weakest two-hand push as compared to
the strongest one-hand push. ( The differences between the means were found to be highly signifi-
cant in the t-test.) At the same distance adjustments, the forces transmitted with both arms are
roughly about double as large as those transmitted with one arm.

For a gezeral survey, the following list of forces exerted while braced at the vertical wall
may be used:

Range of Mean
T:n-Handed Pushes Forces(inkp)
Experiment 3, page 20 60-131
Experiment 4, page 24 77-112
Experiment 5, page 28 64- 88
One-Handed Pushes
Experiment 8, page 40 29-76
Experiment 9, page 44 35-72
Experiment 10, page 48 2753
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Although only experiments 3 and 10 can be compared directly, it is quite obvious that force ex-
ertion with only one arm is generally much less effective than pushing with two arms. When com-
paring the most favorable conditions one one-handed pushes with the most unfavorable circum-
stances for two-handed pushes, the largest forces exerted with one hand just reach the level of the
weakest pushes applied with two hands.

FORCES EXERTABLE FREE STANDING VERSUS BRACED

In pilot studies, short as wzll as long distances between the push panel and the footrest were
found to be disadvantageous for exerting push forces while free standing. Therefore, only hori-
zontal distances in the range from 87 cm to 131 cm were used in experiments 1 and 2, allowing ef-

fective pushes. The mean forces that could be exerted under these “ideal” conditions lie between
44 and 87 kp (figures 5 and 6, pages 12 and 16).

A widei ge of distance arrangements, however, could be used in the experiments with the
vertical wall against which the subjects braced themselves: the smallest mean distance was 39 cm
(experiment 7), the largest 175 cm (experiment 5). At any given distance in this range, the braced
subjects could exert at least the same and often much largev forces than those exerted while free
standing. (See figures 7 through 14, pages 20 through 48). This fact alone leads to the conclusion
that braced force exertion is preferable to free standing pushes.

There is, however, a second itnportant point in favor of braced force exertion. In free stand-
ing experiments, the subjects could place one foot against a footrest, which gave them a perfect
hold on. the floor. In “real world” situations, such “infinite friction” between the footwear and the
floor often does not exist. Normally, the operator finds only limited traction on the ground, the
magnitude of which depends on the shape and the material of floor and shoes, and on lubri-
cants between them. Under conditions of fuite friction, i.e., limited reaction force available, the
onerator would slide on the ground if trying to exert very large push forces. Such sliding would re-
duce the exertable push force to values even below those measured in our “ideal” experiments 1
and 2.

No operator can exert larger forces than the reaction forces available to him. For the free
standing operator, this reaction force depends on two factors: on the coefficient of friction be-
tween his shoes and the floor and on the force he transmits from his shoes to the ground in a di-
rection perpendicular to the contacting surfaces. Only some preliminary data on coefficients of
friction between different shoe and floor materials have been measured (Fox, 1967); additional
data are necessary.

An analysis of our data revealed that the weight of the subject does not seem to play a very
important role with respect to the amount of force exerted. This is not so surprising if the body is
held upright (as in experiments 3, 4, 7, 8, 9 and 10), since under those conditions the center of
gravity of the subject’s body is above his feet. However, if he is leaning towards the dynamometer
(as in experiments 1, 2 and 5) the center of gravity of his body falls in front of his feet. This cre-
ates a torque that pushes his body towards the push panel. Thus, his weight causes some push
force by itself. It seems, however, that the force actively exerted by contracting muscles outplays the
effect of the subject’s weight with respect to the push force recorded on the dynamometer. Studies
are being conducted to investigate the relative effects of muscle strength, weight and friction.

Until additional studies are finished, it is impossible to predict the push forces exertable by
subjects standing on a “slippery” ground (Fox, 1967). It is clear, however, that such forces will be
smaller than those that can be exerted while standing on non-slip floors, as in experiments 1 and 2
(figures 5 and 6, pages 12 and 16).
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MINIMUM FORCES

Average forces generally cannot serve as a design basis. If a mean push force were used to de-
termine, for example, the mass of a piece of equipment that must be pushed by man, then about
half of the personnel, the weaker half, could not move this object. To exclude so many people is
intolerable; cnly the very weak may be disregarded. The 5th percentile force is generally accepted
as the threshold value for design purposes.

Using the 5th percentile forces, general rules can be established with regard to the horizontal
push forces that may be exerted statically by any population for which our subjects are representa-
tive, and under conditions similar to those in our experiments.

The operator must be free to select (by experience or trial) the most appropriate body posi-
tion and the most advantageous way of exerting force; hence, the general rules are based on the
best rather than on all experimental results. The operator’s choice of the most effective manner
of force exertion must not be restricted by size and location of the push panel at which he exerts
force; it should be adequately designed and positioned.

A very small or badly located push panel might allow only one-hand pushes as in experiments
8,9, and 10. Figure 15 shows the best three mean scores of each of these experiments and the
three highest 5th percentile forces, plotted over the distance between push panel and the opposing
surface against which the subjects braced themselves. As the graph shows, the critical 5th per-
centile forces rarely fall below 25 kp. For all distances between about 50 and 150 cm, 25 kp may
be assumed as the minimum push force which can be exerted with one hand. This rather poor re-
sult indicates how relatively ineffective pushes with one hand are, even if body stabilization is pro-
vided by a vertical wall and if the push panel is adjusted to the most convenient height above the
floor, i.e., to just below shoulder level.

Much more effective are pushes exerted with both hands while leaning against a vertical
wall, as performed in experiments 3, 4, and 5. The three largest mean scores and 5th percentile
forces of each of these experiments are plotted in figure 16 over the space between push panel and
opposing vertical surface. This figure also contains the relevant results of experiments 1 and 2, in
which the subjects stcod on a perfectly non-slip floor, pushing either with both hands or with the
preferred shoulder. Regardless of distance or manner of body stabilization, the critical S5th per-
centile forces cluster close to 50 kp. For all pushes exerted either with Loth bands or with the
shoulder, 50 kp may be assumed to be the minimum push force that can be exerted either while
standing on a non-slip floor or while bracing the body against a vertical surface. To allow selection
of the most appropriate body position, the push panel should be about as wide as the shoulders
and extend vertically from hip to shoulder level.

The most effective way to exert horizontal force is to push backward against a very low board,
placing the hands, and/or knees, and/or feet against a vertical surface (experiment 6). This body
position allows exertion of from 72 to 93 kp if the distance between push panel and opposing sur-
face is between about 60 and 85 cm; at larger distances (up to about 110 cm), more than 100 kp
can be exerted. Fox’s experiments (1967) offer some information on the effectiveness of back pushes
when reaction force is provided to the subject by a perfectly non-slip floor. About 75 kp is the 5th
percentile force, which can be calculated from his data (mean minus 1.65 standard deviations).
This is very close to the lowcst 5th percentile forces measured in our experiments. Therefore, it
may be assumed that in back pushes at least 75 kp can be exerted, regardless of whether a vertical
wall or a non-slip floor provide reaction force.
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Section Vil

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Forty-five male subjccts assumed 65 different body postures. In each pnsition, they cxerted
their maximal isometric force while pushing horizontally forward, laterally, or backward. They
pushed with one hand, or both hands, or one shoulder, or with their backs, while either anchor-
ing their feet at a footrest on the floor, or while bracing themselves against a vertical wall.

Somewhat simplified, the experimental results may be summarized as follows.

® Large horizontal static push forces are exertable if the operator can wedge his body between

the vertical surfaces of the push panel and the opposing wall, srd if the flow of force vectors
through his body is about horizonta!.

The highest forces can be exerted when pushing backwards (experiment 8) with the
lower part of the back against the push panel, hoth feet against the wall, and the legs almost

completely extended. If the space is narrow, it is almost as effective to place knees and hands
against the wall,

Rather high force can be applied by wedging both shoulders between the wall and push
panel (experiment 7). Unfortunately, the distance between the wall znd panel must be ad-

justed to a very unccmfortable 80% of the operator’s shoulder breadth to enable him to push
effeccively.

Keeping both shoulders against the wall and wedging oneself with both erms held
straight and forward between wall and push panel is also rather cfficient (experiments 3

and 4); at short distauces, however, the arms have to be bent, which reduces the exertzable
force considerably.

* Only relatively sma'l horizontal puh fcrees can be exerted if the flow of force vectors from

the push panel through the operator’s tody to the supporting surfacx is distinctly oblique, or ii
force is exerted with one arm only.

Placing one foot against a footrest on the floor end puching laterally with the preferred
shoulder is slightly more effe-tive than pushing forward with both hands, either with vne foct
placed against a wall or anclored at a footrest on the fioor (experiments 2 5 and 1). In the
should2r push, the flow of force is through the strong trunk and legs only, while in the for-
ward pushes force must be applied wiih the arins, which are relatively weak.

Pressing with unly one ha:d results in wezk pushes, even if the openitor can bea.e hinsself
against a vertical wall (experiment 10 as compared with expersment 3. Whether the push is
exerted lateraliy (experimest: § and 9) or forward {experiment 10) does not meke ~xch
difference with regard to the magnitude of force. If the distance between wall and push panel

is either larger ar smaller than 80% of the respective reach capability, only very weak 1 then
can be exerted.
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A note of caution seems appropriate about the applicability of the experimental data.

Cata on human force capabilities, as presented in this report“and as often found ir human
engineering handbooks, zre concerned with static muscle strength.

Static, or isometric, force is being exerted if a muscle contracts but does not change its length
during contraction. Dynamic work (which, of course, also includes force exertion) is performed
by alternative contractions and relaxations of muscles, during which their lengths change. In staic
control operation, for example, application of static force means that the operator holds the con-
trol in place or applies a “break-away” force while neither he nor the control actually move. Dur-
ing dynamic operation, however, the operator always moves the control with regard to his body,
this motion of the control being effected or at least accompanied by exertion of dynamic energy.

Although muscular efforts are involved both in exertion of static strength and in dynamic work,
one can not be predicted accurately from the other, and training of one may not much affect the
other as discussed by Asmussen, Hansen, and Lammert, 1965; Ball, Rich, and Wallis, 1964; Bender
and Kaplan, 1966; Berger, 1962, 1963; Berger and Henderson, 1966; Chui, 1964; Clarke,1962,
1968; Colgate, 1966; Dern, Leverne, and Blair, 1947, Gentry and Randall, 1966; Harrison, 1963;
Hunsicker, 1955; Ikai and Steinhaus, 1961; Kogi, Mueller, and Rohmert, 1965; Kroemer, 1967b,
1969, Martens and Sharkey, 1966; Mueller, 1962, 1964; Pearson, McGinley and Butzel, 1963; Pet-
ersen, 1962; Rasch and Pierson, 1963; Singh and Karpovich, 1966; Smith, 1964, and Tornvall, 1963.

Data on static force capabilities should not be used for equipment evaluation if dynamic work
is to be perfcrmed by the operator.

¢ Keeping the limitations of the reported data in mind, the follcwing rules of thumb may be
used to estimate the magnitude of static (isometric) push forces which can be exerted horizontally:

(a) Atleast 25 kp (55 Ib)® may be exerted with one hand if the operator can brace him-
self against a vertical wall located 50 to 150 cm (20 - 60 in.) from the push panel.

(b) At least 50 kp (110 1b) may be applied with both hands or with the shoulder if the op-
erator can brace himself against a vertical wall 50 to 175 cin (20 - 70 in.) from the push panel, or
if a non-slip floor is available to him.

(c) At least 75 kp (165 lb) may be exested in backpush if the operator can brace himself
against a vertical wall located 60 to 110 cm (23 -43 in.) from the push panel, or if a non-slip floor
is available to him.

(d) Exertion of these push forces requires a suitable push panel. Its surface should be ver-
tical and large enough to allow force application either with the hands, the shoulder, or the back.
It should be about 40 cm (16 in.) wide, start at approximately 50 cm (20 in.) and end at about
125 cm (50 in.) above the flcor. The surface of the panel should be rough enough to provide a
large coefficient of friction.

*Since the values sre only estimates, they are rounded to convenient numbers.
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Appendix |

SAMPLE DATA BLANK

ANTHROPOMETRIC DATA OF THE SUBJECTS

Date Subject No, ...
Age. oo yrs righthanded ()
nearest birthday lefthanded ( )

MARK: Acromion r, Biceps r & |, Tibiale r, Calf r & 1

Subject Standing
L Weight 4
2 Grip Swength ¥ ... _kp
3. Stature ..M
4. Acvomial Fleight .. e e cm
5. Tibiale Height cm
8. Biceps Circumference, right
Flexed ... om
Relaxed .. cm
7. Biceps Circumference, left
Flexed ... . ... cm
Relaxed ... ... ... em
8. Upper ThighC..right ... cm
9. Lower Thigh C., left ... . . cm
10. Calf Circ., right .. .. _.__em
it Calf Circ, left ... cm
12. Grip Strength II ... .. kp
13. Lateral Thumb-tip Reach .. .. . ... cm

14. Thumb-tip Reach

15. Span ____..

cm

16. Humeral Breadth, right

17. Humeral Breadth, left ..

Subject Sitting

18. Femoral Breadth, right

19. Femoral Breadth, left ..

20. Sitting Height

21. Knee Height, right

22. Bideltoid Breadth ..

23. Buttock-Knee Length, vight .. .

Subject Standing
Skinfolds:

24. Triceps .. ... ... ..

25. Juxtanipple .

26. Subscapula ..

27. Grip Strength INI . . . . .

cm

cm

cm

cm

. cm

cm

<m

b




Appendix I
DEFINITIONS OF ANTHROPOMETRIC MEASUREMENTS

The following definitions of the anthropometric measurements appear in the same order and
numbered as in Sample Data Blank (Appendix I). The definitions rely heavily on those used by
Hertzberg, et al. (1954, 1963) and by Clauser, et al.* Geuerally they comply with the rules
recommended by the 1967 Conference on Standardization of Anthropometric Techniques and
Terminology (Hertzberg, 1968).

1. Weight — The subject is nude or wears undershorts. The scale is read to the nearest half
kilogram.

2. Grip Strength I — Subject stands relaxed. Subject is instructed to place Smedley dynamom-
eter in his preferred hand, adjust the grip width to suit himself and squeeze the dynamometer
as hard as possible. The scale is read to the nearest half hilopond.

3. Stature — Subject stands erect looking directly forward (head oviented i. the Frankfort
plane). With the anthropometer arm firmly touching the scaln measure the ve.cdcal distauce from
the standing surface to the top of the head.

4. Acromial Height — Subjert stands erect. Using the antiropuwneter, measure the vertical
distance from the standing surface to the most lateral margin of the right acromial process.

5. Tibiale Height — Subject stands erect. Using the anthropometer, measure the vertical dis-
tance from the standing surface to the medial margin of the head of the right tibia.

6. Biceps Circumference, Righi

Flexed: Subject stands, supinates his forearm, makes a fist, and bends the elbow about 90
dearees while holding his upper arn Lorizontally. Holding the tape perpendicula to the long axis
of the upper arm, measure the circumference of the arm at the levei »f the greatest anterior pro-
trusion of the biceps.

Relaxed: Subject stands, his arm relaxed at his side. Holding the tape perpendicular to the
long axis of the upper arm, mecsure the circumference ¢f the arni a the level where Flexed Biceps
Circumference is measured.

7. Biceps Circumference, Left
Flexed: Same as for Biceps Circumference, Right — Flexed, Item 6.
Relaxed: Same as fcr Biceys Circumfesence, P ght - Relaxed, Item 6.

8. Upper Thigh Circumference: Subject stands with his legs slightly apart. Holding the tape
in a plane perpendicular to the long axis of the thigh, measure the circnmference of the right
thigh at the level of the gluteal furrow.

9. Lower Thigh Circumference: Subject stands. Holding the tapc in e ho:izoatal - lane, mea-
sure the circumterence of the right thigh at the inferior margin of the relaxed lateial vastus mus-
cle.

10. Calf Circumference, Right: Subject stands. Holding the tape in 2 Lorizortal _.lane, mea-
sure the maximum circumference of the calf.

11. Calf Circumference, Left: Same as for Calf Circumference, Right, Item 10.

®Anthropometry of Air Force Rated Officers ~ 1967. Technical Report in preparation.
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12. Grip Strength I1: Same as Grip Strength I, Jtem 2. :

13, Lateral Thumb-tip Reach: Subject stands erect with his side toward a vertical surface, his
shoulder touching the wall. His preferred arm is extended laterally and perpendicular to the ver-
tical surface, the tip of his index finger touching the tip of the extended thumb, the thumb in the
plane of the extended arm. Using the anthropometer, measure the horizontal distance frem the
vertical surface to the tip of the thumb.

14. Thumb-tip Reach: Subject stands erect with heels, buttocks, shoulder blades and head in
contact with a vertical surface. His preferred arm is extended forward and perpendicular tc the
vertical surface, the tip of his index finger touching the tip of the extended thumb, the thumb in
the plane of the extended arm. Using the anthropometer, measure the horizontal distance from the
vertical surface to the tip of the thumb.

15. Span: Subject stands erect, his arms and hands extended laterally and horizontally. The
longest finger of one hand is touching a vertical surface. Using the anthropometer, measure the
horizontal distance from the vertical surface to the tip of the longest finger of his other hand.

16. Humeral Breadth, Right: Subject bends his elbow at about a right angle. Applying firm
pressure to the tips of the spreading caliper, measure the maximum breadth between the humeral
epicondyles.

17. Humeral Breadth, Left: Same as Humeral Breadth, Right, Item 16.

18. Femoral Breadth, Right: Subject sits with his knees bent at about right angles. Applying
firm pressure to the tips of the spreading caliper, measure the maximum breadth between the
femoral epicondyles.

19. Femoral Breadth, Left: Same as Femoral Breadth, Right, Item 18,

20. Sitting Height: Subject sits erect looking directly forward (head oriented in the Frank-
fort plane). With the anthropometer arm firmly touching the scalp, measure the vertical distance
from the sitting surface to the top of the head.

21. Knee Height, Sitting: Subject sits, his feet resting on a surface so that the knees are bent
at about right angles and the thighs horizontal. Using the anthropometer, measure the vertical dis-
tance from the footrest surface to musculature of the right knee directly above the lateral juncture
of the posterior surfaces of the upper and lower leg.

2. Bideltoid Breadth: Subject sits erect, his upper arms hanging at his sides, and the elbows
bent so that the lower arms are horizontal. Using the beam caliper, measure the horizontal dis-
tance between the maximum lateral protrusions of the right and left deltoid muscles.

23. Buttock-Knee Length: Subject sits erect, his feet resting on a surface adjusted so that the
knees are bent at about right angles and the thighs are horizontal and parallel. Using the beam
caliper, measure the horizontal distance from the rearmost surface of the right buttock to the front
surface of the right kneecap.

SKINFOLDS

24. Triceps: Subject stands with his arms relaxed. Grasping a skinfold midway between acro-
mion and the tip of the olecranon (located with the elbow flexed 90 degrees) on the back of the
right arm and parallel to the long axis of the arm, measure the thickness of the skinfold with a
Lange skinfold caliper.
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25. Juxtanipple: Subject stands relaxed. Grasping a skinfold about midway between the right
nipple and the tight anterior azillary crease and parallel to the lines of Lynd, measure the thick-
ness of the skinfold with a Lange skinfold caliper.

28. Subscapula: Subject stands relaxed. Grasping a skinfold just below the inferior angle of
the right scapula, parallel to the lines of Lynd, measure the thickness of the skinfold with a Lange
skinfold caliper.

27. Grip Strength III: Same as Grip Strength I, Item 2.
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